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he is " responsible " for the whole, whether or not
he desired the publication.
(y) If he made no demur to the imposition of his
name by the company on certain quartos in which he
had merely effected some adaptation, all that
" aesthetic criticism " can undertake to do is to dis-
cuss the effects obtained, literary or dramatic,
raising no other issue.
(S) Corollary ! Esthetic criticism, therefore, has
nothing to do with the question of alien matter in
either the Folio or the Sonnets, whether or not the
latter collection, issued without his permission, in-
cludes sonnets which are not of his writing, or the
former included plays the " responsibility" for
which he would have denied.
This interesting position we reach in terms of
Professor Abercrombie's explicit affirmations as well
as of his explicit account of the nature and limita-
tions of sesthetic criticism.
3. We now come to the Professor's exposition of
what " sesthetic criticism " is, and what it is not.
"If it be true/' he writes, " that Shakespeare was
only responsible for part of the work which goes
under his name, then aesthetic criticism becomes,
properly speaking [!], impossible." As our dialec-
tician later insists that an artist must be held respons-
ible for the whole of a work to which he has done
anything, it might be supposed here that he is only
laying down that eristic doctrine. But he goes
further, expressly denying that it is possible to make